die sozialen, politischen und intellektuellen Aspekte der Umwelt der frühen Dialektischen Theologie. Although Barth probably aimed his challenge not only at his contemporaries, but also towards the future, it is noteworthy that until now no one seems to have taken up the gauntlet. 2 The reason for this form of the Römerbrief is, perhaps, hidden in the hermeneutical sphere, in what Barth, only a month after Thurneysen started to read and comment on the new Römerbrief, calls their "unusual literary habits". 3 For  1 Karl BARTH, Der Römerbrief (Zweite Fassung) 1922, ed. by Cornelis van der KOOI/Katja TOLSTA-already on 26 November 1920 Barth writes that Thurneysen's contribution actually should be mentioned in the preface. He is already thinking of future theological-historical investigations into his book: "Wenn wir nicht so von allem Gewohnten abweichende literarische Gepflogenheiten hätten, so hättest du dir bereits eine Ehrenmeldung im Vorwort verdient durch deine Mitarbeit." 4 Obviously, Thurneysen's contribution could not stay unmentioned in the "Preface" after the completion of Römerbrief II.
The extent of Thurneysen's contribution can be traced in their correspondence. However, in his edition of their correspondence, BW, Thurneysen erased these often extensive traces, probably on the same hermeneutical grounds and most likely also due to Thurneysen's modesty. 5 From the seventy-two letters and comments Thurneysen wrote during the period of the revision of Römerbrief, only twenty-six letters have been published in BWI. 6 All the passages concerning Thurneysen's actual share in the genesis of Barth's text have been left out. 7 Of course, the conceptions of copyright and intellectual heritage have drastically changed since the two friends worked on the Römerbrief. From the perspective of modern literary theory, this hermeneutical situation makes the actual Römerbrief II-text bear aspects of a literary mystification with regard to Thurneysen's share in this project.
According to Julia Luisa Abramson, "[a] successful literary mystification consists of two principal elements that combine in concert. First, an author deploys rhetorical procedures to create a text that mimics a recognized form, causing the reader to mistake the text for an authentic exemplar of that form." 8  GA V (Zürich: TVZ, 1973), 437-438 (with omissions). His last comments date 30-09-1921, followed until December by his comments on the galley proofs and the "Preface". Barth's statement that no one will be able to distinguish where the thought of the one begins and the thought of the other ends can be seen as evidence for deliberate equalization of Thurneysen's additions to Römerbrief II. Thurneysen wrote his comments more or less 'mimicking' Barth's idiom and style, evidently driven by (indeed) their unity of thought. But as Barth often inserted Thurneysen's comments verbatim, a sort of mystification was created. In this case, however, it does not cause a mistaking on the part of the reader, rather the challenge to discern who wrote what (precisely because they felt Römerbrief II to be part of a broader joint campaign). Some of this 'Barthian' idiom entered Thurneysen's own writing as well, as may be evinced from his Dostojewski, written during the revision of Römerbrief II. Apparently, it had been an issue of discussion in Barth's family circle. Thurneysen reflects on Barth's influence on him: "Auch in meinem Ausruf, ich möchte 'es' so sagen können wie Du lag wirklich kein Griff nach Deinen Prägungen. Ich verstehe Nellys [Barth's wife] Befürchtun-gen schon, es könnte etwas lächerlich werden, wenn es so unisono von zweien gleichzeitig gesagt wird; ich weiss auch, dass Dein Stil auf mich einwirkt und will wachsam sein." [Letter Thurneysen-Barth 21-03-1921, KBA] The second criterion to meet Abramson's definition of literary mystification is that "the use of ironic clues within the text achieves a distancing effect, causing the attentive reader to reevaluate the text and recognize the deception." 9 Barth's quoted challenge in the preface caused at least this attentive reader to reevaluate Römer-brief II. Of course, contemporary readers did not have the correspondence available which, at least in part, allows us not so much to recognize the deception, but to distinguish the authors. In a way, Thurneysen's editing of BW only added to the mystification, again, partly out of modesty. So I now ask: concretely with what did Thurneysen establish for himself "in sehr selbstloser Weise ein verborgenes Denkmal"?
I.2 Thurneysen's documents listed
There are seventy-two documents from the period of the revision of Römerbrief II. Although all these documents are relevant for this period of rewriting of the Römerbrief (e.g. for its genesis, chronology, or for social, political and intellectual aspects and Umwelt of early dialectical theology), the list of the documents (given as an appendix below) specifies only the direct references to the text of Barth's Römerbrief. It is not clear exactly which and how much of Thurneysen's comments are lost. His letters give the impression that he began to elaborate increasingly extensively as Barth's work progressed, so it cannot be stated with certainty that some comments up to Rom. 5 would be missing in the KBA. I can only presume the lacunae regarding Rom. 6:12-23; 9:1-13 and in most of the proofs. 10 One problem with establishing the exact genesis of Römerbrief II is that Barth and Thurneysen worked on three textual corpora simultaneously: manuscript, galley proofs and page proofs. It is very difficult to detect how much has been lost, and more interesting anyway is what has been preserved.
As Thurneysen's preserved comments on the proofs show, there should be substantial text insertions made from the lost proofs as well. Without these lost data, no fully adequate assessment of Thurneysen's contribution to Römerbrief II can be made. One thing is clear: it was not scant. The collaboration between the two friends is of interest in terms of history of theology, hermeneutics, textual genesis, but most important -it directly affected the theology of Römerbrief II.
There is also one particular theme relevant for Barth's project which Barth also indicates as having been influenced by Thurneysen. This will be discussed below.
II.1 Dostoevsky in Römerbrief II
In the "Preface" to Römerbrief II Barth mentions four factors which determined the revision of his book. The third of them is a deeper insight into the thought of Plato and Kant, and into the importance of Kierkegaard and Dostoevsky for an understanding of the New Testament (RII, 7). Barth expresses his indebtedness to Thurneysen's study on Dostoevsky, which appeared in the summer of 1921.
11 In the following I will elaborate on the theme of the allusions to the Russian writer in Römerbrief II.
In Römerbrief I there is not a single mention of the writer. Römerbrief II contains thirty-two references to Dostoevsky, who thus takes a notable place among the thinkers, theologians, artists and literary figures Barth refers to. Of the thirty-two references, twenty-nine explicitly mention Dostoevsky or one of his characters. 12 In his discussion of Rom. lysis of Ivan Karamazov's rejection of the eternal harmony which he treated earlier in this chapter (RII, 417-418); once, and without an explicit source reference, Barth uses an image of the "parallel lines" Ivan Karamazov appeals to in order to substantiate his rebellion against any reconciliation in eternity (RII, 411), 13 once the election of the Russian people is mentioned in debate with the author (RII, 304). However, it is not the frequency of references to Dostoevsky which is decisive, but their function in Barth's theological context.
II.2 "What's in a name?"
So, "what's in a name"? Why Barth's interest in Dostoevsky? It was primarily the Zeitgeist. Barth and Thurneysen were not unique in their interest in the writer. By 1920 Dostoevsky's name had become established among intellectuals throughout Europe. In Germany it was mainly due to the publication of Dostoevsky's Sämtliche Werke, which started in 1906. The project was initiated by the conservative revolutionary Arthur Moeller van den Bruck in close collaboration with the famous Russian religious thinker and writer D.S. Merezhkovsky. Both wrote introductions to the separate volumes. In these prefaces they presented Dostoevsky as a kind of modern-day prophet. The references to Dostoevsky from 1915 and 1919 suggest that the interest in Dostoevsky originated from Barth. Especially after Barth started to reread Dostoevsky in April 1919, he is the one to bring the writer to the fore (during the whole of 1919 and until October 1920). Thus, the correspondence gives a different impression than Barth himself, who on various occasions acknowledged his debt to Thurneysen regarding this matter. The first time he did so was in the "Preface" to Römerbrief II (RII, 7), and the last time in 1968, the final year of his life:
Thurneysen war es, der mir einmal unter vier Augen das Stichwort halblaut zuflüsterte: Was wir für Predigt, Unterricht und Seelsorge brauchten, sei eine "ganz andere" theologische Grundlegung.
[…] wir hatten damals auch massenhaft Dostojewski (auch bei seiner Lektüre war Thurneysen führend) […] gelesen. 18 An equally pronounced indication of Thurneysen's initiative of concerning the theological turn to Dostoevsky can be found ten years earlier, in Barth's recollections of the paths of early dialectical theology on the occasion of Thurneysen's seventieth birthday:
 completely". Later on Brazier paraphrases: "he was so impressed by Crime and Punishment that he then wanted to be as wise as this Russian." Idem, 75. The incorrect reading of the German and his unfamiliarity with the manuscript leads Brazier to the untenable conclusion: "Barth's comments […] that he was profoundly struck by the wisdom of this Russian writer can be used to set parameters for this crucial early influence: 18 August 1915, one sentence from this quotation is the only other support for Brazier's thesis. He reads this sentence inaccurately too: the comma found in the original is lacking in his translation: 'On the contrary he was the one who first put me on the trail of Blumhardt and Kutter, and then also Dostoevsky without whose discovery I would not have been able to write either the first or the second edition of the commentary on Romans.' Cf. BRAZIER, Barth and Dostoevsky (see nt. 16), 75. Because there is a comma after Kutter and one has been left out between 'Dostoevsky' and 'without whose', Brazier takes it that 'Blumhardt and Kutter' have a separate position, and that the real subject is Dostoevsky without whom ('whose' would then have to be read as singular) Barth could not have written both commentaries. Cf. 80-81. However, I read the German in this way: Thurneysen put Barth on the trail of "Blumhardt and Kutter and then also", that is to say, later, "Dostoevsky, without whose discovery (…)" -so first Blumhardt and Kutter for Römerbrief I, then Dostoevsky for Römerbrief II.
III.1 Hermeneutical Problems
In the following paragraphs I will define hermeneutics as a discipline engaged with relationships between a text, an image of the author (narrator), the author as a real person, characters, and the reader. Below I will discuss the following two hermeneutical problems:
-The functioning and appropriation of a foreign/borrowed text (in our case the texts of Thurneysen and Dostoevsky) in a new theological text; -The functioning of a literary character (in our case, Ivan Karamazov) in a theological text.
The second hermeneutic-methodological aspect transfers the problems from the area of heuristics to that of theology and provides a basis for a critical comprehension of Römerbrief II.
III.2 Barth's Commentary on Rom. 8:17
The In a passage from his letter of 1 st July 1921, omitted in BWI, Thurneysen discusses the commentary on 8:1-18. He does not comment on the above passage. The reference in Rom. 8:17 to Ivan Karamazov in relation to theodicy probably comes from Barth himself. Thurneysen does propose a long addition to Rom. 8:18 with a reference to Ivan Karamazov, so that the entire section Rom. 8:17-18 seems to have been elicited by Ivan's speech in the chapter "Rebellion" of The Brothers Karamazov. In the novel Ivan rejects the concept of eternal harmony because it is not worth one tear of an innocent child. Ivan is a collector of evidence supporting his rejection -real stories of suffering, mainly of children. The following is important: Ivan's problem is suffering, not theodicy. He knows that ultimately God will arrange everything in such a way that the human "Euclidean" theodicy will prove superfluous, and just because he knows this, he hastens with his riot while he is still alive.
The anecdotes told by Ivan are described on the basis of real events carefully gathered by Dostoevsky: "All the stories about the children occurred, took place, were printed in the newspapers, and I can show where. Nothing has been invented by me." (Letter of 10 May 1879: PSS XXX 1 , 64; CL 20 V, 83) Though Ivan wants to confine himself mainly to the plight of children, his rebellion is aimed against pointless suffering in creation as a whole. Dostoevsky explains the position of this character in the same letter: "My hero takes up a theme that I think irrefutable -the senselessness of the suffering of children -and derives from it the absurdity of all historical reality." [PSS XXX 1 , 63; CL V, 83] It is relevant to the discussion of Ivan's rebellion in Römerbrief II that these concrete facts pose the following problem to (systematic) theology: the objectifying reflection on facts always fails in a certain sense to do justice to these facts.
Before discussing both passages (Rom. 8:17-18), I will sketch their genesis. Barth sent his commentary on Rom. 8 in three batches: on 30 th May 1921 Rom.
8:1-10; on 13 th June the 'central part' (the correspondence does not make it clear which) and on 20 th June the final part (this is not specified either). 21 Precisely in sending the second part, which one may assume to be the central part with the Dostoevsky references, Barth asks Thurneysen not to keep any of his criticism to himself: "Ich bin dir fortlaufend sehr dankbar für diese Streckeninspektors-oder auch Wagenkontrolleursarbeit (der Mann, der mit ernstem Gesicht mit einem Hammer an die Räder klopft auf den Bahnhöfen!)." (BWI, 494-495) In the letter of 24 th June, of which only a small excerpt is printed in BWI, In Dostojewski Thurneysen quotes passages from Ivan's words, but lends them an entirely different emphasis. He also enlarges on Ivan's words in exactly the same tone, and gives thus the impression that the ideas of the character coincide with his own. In Thurneysen's account Ivan would talk about a wholly unfathomable God in a sort of theological-epistemological critique of the established Church and religion, resisting the tendency in religion and the Church to make the incomprehensible God comprehensible; Thurneysen's concern is to recognize the true God. In the novel, however, Ivan never intends to criticize the Church or religion for making the unknown God into a known god, nor is he concerned about forming a correct conception of God. He simply refuses to accept suffering; he is not interested in theological epistemology. At the same time Ivan's protest is an intellectual one too. As such this Thurneysen's additions (or rather, Barth's adoption of Thurneysen's suggestions) hermeneutically. And third, the deficiencies of early dialectical theology may be identified more clearly by involving Thurneysen's comments. Accordingly, any discourse on Römerbrief II should consult the correspondence between Barth and Thurneysen.
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